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How urban residents cope with the close 'juxtaposition of strangers' within cities is an enduring theme in urban research. Moreover, the particular juxtaposition of ethnic, national and religious differences brought about by post-war migration into Europe is thought to pose distinctive challenges for urban policy makers and, indeed, residents of ethnically diverse neighbourhoods and cities. This paper examines the degree to which urban residents who 'belong' to ethnic and religious minorities identify with these categories, their neighbourhoods and cities. The relationship between place attachment and social trust which is examined here allows us to unpack empirically the extent to which place attachment is borne out of perceptions of community (that is, social trust), as well as the material and political conditions in which it arises. The paper analyses place attachment amongst different ethnic groups in London, Lyon, Oslo and Stockholm and -i n doing so -uses affective attachment to place as evidence of their imagined identification with the local political community. In focusing on cities, the aim of the Localmultidem study 2 is to reinstate the local into analyses of European minorities' political engagement. Agnew (1987, p2) contends that the explanatory value of place is often neglected in social science research, particularly in the analysis of political behaviour, in favour of social categories -class and gender -and, significantly, nationality. He continues: 'Rather than seeing local variations as deviations from a national norm, the national should be viewed as constituted by locally-based structuration ' (1987, p45) . For Agnew, treating place analytically as a type of social category belies its distinctive role in shaping political processes. This is not to say that national politics and policies are irrelevant at the local level but that they are 'reconstituted and take on meaning in place through ongoing social and political practices (1987, p45 ). Agnew's approach is in keeping with Massey's (1991) conceptualisation of place as process. In this paper, I adopt an approach to place attachment which recognises that -for migrantsaccess to the political community and its associated rights (namely, citizenship) and material conditions (particularly, access to the labour market), as well as perceptions of belonging or exclusion are likely to influence the extent to which they develop attachment.
A case for British exceptionalism?
Taking London as the analytical point of departure here facilitates enquiry i nto whether there is a case for British exceptionalism amongst European cities with 1 For a fuller version of this paper, please see: Devadason, R. (2010) regard to the political integration of its minorities.
T he case for British exceptionalism is often made with reference to its enduring Commonwealth ties and, inadvertent, colonial legacy of engagement with ethnic difference. Thus, the ethnic diversity of London, initially a consequence of post-Imperial migration, is presented as a matter of pride by politicians, policymakers and academics (Hall, 2002; Massey, 2007; Nava, 2007) .
The multiracial mix of contemporary London -particularly world famous events like the Notting Hill Carnival -is pointed to as something unique in Europe, at a time when ethnic and nationalist intolerance is on the rise. It is this multicultural self-confidence that is at the root of the bold cosmopolitan visions of 'rebranding Britain' and 'cool Britannia', at the heart of several recent grandiose statements by the leaders of New Labour. Favell (2001, p40) Favell (2001, p35) The Localmultidem study -by examining place attachment amongst different ethnic groups -facilitates analysis of whether the distinctively diverse and global city of London somehow better includes its established minority residents in comparison with other European cities, both formally, in terms of the political process, and informally, by fostering a sense of belonging which is accessible to minorities as well as to the ethnic majority. Hence the degree to which ethnic minority groups feel able to articulate a sense of affective attachment to place is taken as indicative of London's 'vernacular cosmpolitanism' (Hall 2002, p 30) . By extending this analysis to other European cities -Lyon, Stockholm and Oslo -it facilitates examination of whether leading ex-colonial states, in the cases of Britain and France, and Scandinavian countries, Norway and Sweden, for which mass migration from outside Europe is a more recent phenomenon, foster affective attachment amongst their established minorities.
The paper, thereby, draws on the cities of Lyon, Oslo and Stockholm as case studies by which to test hypotheses that emerge in the London case. Each of these cities has established minority r esidents, that is, a sizeable generation who are born and socialised in the country and has associated political rights. Moreover, since Britain and Sweden are associated with m ulticultural policies towards their migrant populations whereas France and Norway a re associated with n ationalist (monocultural) regimes, these four cases facilitate comparison of how these divergent regimes, and phases and types of immigration influence their respective established minorities' attachment to the neighbourhoods and cities in which they live. 
Neighbourhood and city attachment: bivariate and multivariate analyses
Respondents were asked about their attachment to different places and people and asked to rate their attachment on a scale from 0 (no attachment at all) to 10 (strongly attached); mean scores by ethnic group are presented in Table 1.  3 Table 1 shows marked variation both along ethnic lines and between cities. The most striking finding is that each of the other three cities, Lyon, Oslo and Stockholm, sustain stronger attachment amongst their minority populations than London. Moreover, in Lyon a nd Stockholm their migrant populations are more attached to their neighbourhoods and cities than to their own ethnic group. 4 And in Lyon, Algerians, Moroccans and Tunisians are more attached to the French people than autochthonous French people are themselves. In London, each of the ethnic minority groups expresses lower attachment to their neighbourhoods and city than to their own ethnic group and, whilst this is also the case for Pakistani and Turkish residents of Oslo, the degree of variance between ethnic-group attachment and attachment to the city is markedly greater in the London case. Each of the ethnic groups, including the white British, is more strongly attached to their own ethnic group than their neighbourhoods, London or the British people.
Bivariate analysis reveals that length of residence is significantly related with place attachment in each of the four cities. Moreover, in London predictable relationships are borne o ut between each of the structural v ariables and attachment to neighbourhood and city; namely, having citizenship is a significant determinant of place attachment (p<0.001); being unemployed relative to employed is associated with lower place attachment (p<0.05); being affiliated with a minority religion is also significantly related with lower place attachment (p<0.001) (see table 2).
Overall, London and Oslo confirm predicted relationships between institutional and social a spects of l ocale: namely, that h aving citizenship correlates with g reater attachment (albeit to a much greater degree of certainty in the case of Oslo); whereas being unemployed and being affiliated with a minority religion corresponds with lower attachment to London and Oslo. M oreover, the individual-demographic variables of being born in the country of residence and living in these cities for more than 10 years also heighten attachment to them. The latter association between longterm residence (>10 years) and attachment is confirmed in the Lyon and Stockholm cases.
3 A four-point scale was used in the Oslo and Stockholm questionnaires to signify strength of attachment: this has been converted to an 11-point (0-10) scale for the purpose of comparison with the Localmultidem data. See the Appendix for details on the recoding applied. 4 Unfortunately, due to a mistake in the programming of the telephone interviews, the question about neighbourhood attachment was not administered to sufficient numbers of the Algerian, Moroccan and Tunisian residents of Lyon (n < 10) to include this data here. However, the picture becomes more complicated when we consider that in Stockholm neither country of birth or affiliation with a minority religion -what might be termed the 'ethnic variables' -nor the institutional variables (citizenship and unemployment) appear to affect attachment to it, and, in Lyon the situation is reversed -relative to London and Oslo -s ince being born in France and having French citizenship correlates with lower attachment to Lyon whereas being affiliated with a minority religion is associated with greater attachment. These patterns are reproduced in the bivariate analysis of attachment to neighbourhood in the four cities (not shown), with the exceptions that being Chilean (first-generation) migrants express significantly lower attachment to Stockholm neighbourhoods; and unemployment significantly lowers Bosnian and Turkish residents attachment to their neighbourhoods in Oslo.
The strong parallels between the Olso and London bivariate analyses, and divergence in the Stockholm and Lyon data, suggest that alternative -perhaps, more placespecific variables -inform attachment to city in these sites. The absence of an 'ethnic effect' in Stockholm with regard place attachment, and the contrasting empirical relationships -with regard to institutional and social variables -in London, Lyon and Oslo suggests that these individual, institutional and social processes interact in very different ways in each context to inform place attachment (or not).
In the subsequent analysis, I created s tepwise multivariate regression models of attachment to neighbourhood and city (not shown here), which illustrates how these variables interact with ethnicity and influence the variance in place attachment. The value of a stepwise approach inheres in its capacity to examine the intersection of variables and -by adding predictors to the model in subsequent stages -assessing the combined effects of individual, institutional and social characteristics.
The multivariate regression confirms that ethnicity has profound effects on attachment to London, since Bangladeshi, Indian and Caribbean respondents are all significantly less attached to the city than their white British counterparts are. These findings in the London context were to some extent predicted. However, the application of the stepwise regression model to explain the variance in the data in other cities yields somewhat surprising findings. Firstly, considering the 'ethnic variables': having migrated does not significantly affect attachment to neighbourhoods in Oslo or Stockholm; Chileans in Stockholm expressed significantly lower levels of neighbourhood attachment; however, attachment amongst Bosnians in Oslo, and Turkish residents in Stockholm and Oslo, does not vary significantly from their respective ethnic majority populations ( step 1: individual). Having Norwegian citizenship has a positive influence on neighbourhood attachment which appears to mitigate the negative consequences of migration, to a greater degree than in London. Employment status, as in the case of neighbourhood attachment, appears to be salient in shaping attachment to London, but surprisingly does not affect the patterning of attachment to neighbourhood or city in each of t he other three cities ( step 2: institutional). H aving said this, introducing associational involvement and generalized social trust in step 3 of the model, for each city strengthens its 'fit' with the data. Generalized social trust is positively correlated with attachment to London, Oslo and Stockholm, whereas associational involvement positively correlates with attachment to the city of Oslo but not elsewhere.
Conclusion
This paper examines the patterning of place attachment by individual, institutional and social variables amongst different ethnic groups in four cities -London, Lyon, Oslo and Stockholm -i n order to assess whether place provides a basis for community cohesion in multiethnic polities. How affective and sociable aspects of everyday life influence place attachment and whether they contribute to a sense of political belonging are critical questions here. Drawing on Agnew's (1987, p2) thesis about the development of ' subjective territorial i dentity' and the working of 'distinctive historical and social characteristics' of places, the analysis presented facilitates a rigorous exploration of t he factors informing place attachment to neighbourhood and city (or not) amongst established minority residents.
In the analysis presented, I therefore use orientations towards strangers, in Putnam's terms 'generalized social trust', as indicative of perceptions of distance or proximity to the wider community. Trust, rather than dense intra-ethnic bonding ties, is thought to lend itself to community cohesion. Orientations towards people whom one does not already know -the 'generalized other' -is captured by the variable which measures trust or mistrust. This focus on trust enables us to examine the salience of group-making processes within the local context and hints at the permeability of ethnic boundaries. T his variable is therefore particularly useful for examining perceptive boundary drawing processes between social and ethnic categories, and whether the values of reciprocity and trust are likely to be extended to strangers or neighbours who are not familiar.
The cross-national comparison reveals that perceptions o f social t rust amongst residents of London, Lyon, Oslo and Stockholm positively correlate with attachment to these cities. The effect of social trust is more marked in the London data than elsewhere. However, its emergence as a significant variable in each of the four cities (even though other commonalities can not be drawn) s erves to underline how perceptions of community, notably, relations between strangers -over and above other individual, institutional and social characteristics -inform place attachment. Notably, citizenship and employment do play a significant role in shaping attachment to London but these factors do not emerge as salient in the other cities. And, critically, belonging to a minority religion does not emerge as a significant variable in any of the cities, except Lyon (where it positively correlates with attachment). The data therefore does not provide evidence that religious differences are the main problem with which divided communities have to contend. The variation between the ethnic groups and cities suggests that policy approaches require sensitivity to group differences, as well as attention to the specificities of particular neighbourhoods, in order to counter ethnic divisions and hierarchies.
If place does provide a basis for community cohesion in multiethnic polities, weaker place attachment amongst Britain's established minorities living in ethnically diverse inner London does not bode well for the imaginaries of 'vernacular cosmopolitanism' the capital sustains (Hall 2002, p30) . Revisiting Favell's (2001) polemical standpoint on London's multiculturalism, this paper presents a serious challenge to theorisations of place attachment and political belonging in multiethnic societies that are based on the thesis of British exceptionalism. Favell (2001, p38) caricatures this thesis as follows:
However bad things are in Britain, Europe is surely worse. And Europe's problems -the thinking goes -might in fact reveal the multi-ethnic virtues of Britain's exceptional story.
Moreover, he concludes: 'It is nationalist ideology to think that London is special because of unique British postcolonial policies or its place in the Commonwealth ' (2001, p55) . For Favell, the strength of a comparative cross-national methodology rests in its capacity to challenge and disrupt nationalist ideologies and their influence in shaping policies and research agendas. Yet -as this analysis demonstratesalthough the case for London's and British exceptionalism is less clear than some commentators would have us believe, this paper instead presents evidence which concomitantly supports Lyon's, Oslo's and Stockholm's exceptionalism and thereby confirms Agnew's theorisation of the historical and social distinctiveness of places in shaping political behaviour and orientations. I conclude that the blanket application of 'European' policies to the political integration of minorities in European cities that neglects the specificities of local and national contexts is therefore unlikely to be effectual.
